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The recent multipacation of field guides to amphibians and reptiles for various countries of the 
world ts appreciated by amateurs of these animals. Most of these books are of reasonable or small size, 
and mostly based on illustration, in particular good colour photos of ammals. The heavy collective book 
on the amphibians and reptiles of Nepal edited by ScaiticH & KAsTLE (2002), however, is more 
ambitious, as it intends 10 provide detailed information on the taxonomy, distnbution, biology, conser- 
vation, and relevance to humans of these animals. This book 1s clearly the result of an important 
collective work, ıt contains a lot of information, and nice illustrations. Whereas these photographs could 
have been used to prepare a well-illustrated small sized field guide, it 1s not qute clear however to which 
readers this expensive book ts intended. Its size and weight make it difficult to use as a field guide. It 
includes many pieces of information which will be of little use to amateurs and tourists who just wish to 
identify species encountered durmg a Journey to Nepal But, more importantly and unfortunately the 
poor quality of part of this information and sts unprofessional taxonomic background will maxe this 
book an unreliable and musteading reference for taxonomists and biologists m general 


The purpose of the present short review is not to document all the problems that may be encountered 
by future users of this work, but just to call attention to the existence of these problems through a few 
examples in the group of amphibians (reptiles won't be considered here) Despite the publication m the 
last three decades of several taxonomie revisions deal.ng wth part of the amphibian groups occurrmg m 
Nepal. other groups are sull aaiding such a work, and this should have been carried out before 
pubheation of a comprehensive book on this fauna Time is certainly not ripe for the publication of a 
reliable screntific book on the frogs of Nepal. as well as of the surrounding countries (India. Srn Lanka 
etc ), or such a boox should include so many question marks that 1 might hase a debilitating effect on 
readers Genume taxonomie revision of the Nepalese frog fauna would have required re-exammation of 
thousands of museum speamens worldwide, including all name-bearmg ty pes ol names available for this 
fauna, and critical treatment of the synonymues of all these names Gee Dr Bors, 20004) This work 
rema.ns for the future but should be done by rigorous and experienced taxonomists. The examples below 
are by no way exhaustive but are just meant at illustrating the kinds of problems encountered in the book 
These casual notes taken during my rapid survey of ine amphibian part of the book can be grouped m 
several categories 
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TAXONOMIC PROBLEMS 


SPECIES MISIDENTIFICATIONS 


According to the photographs, drawings and descriptions provided, several species were misidenti- 
fied by the authors of the book, most hkely as a result of insufficient survey of the literature and absence 
of examination of relevant comparative material, ın particular name bearmg types, Various cases are 
conspicuous from the illustration provided, but quite hkely many more cases remain, which casts a serious 
doubt on the identification of specimens on which lists of localities, distnbution maps, biological 
observations and conservation proposals were based In amphibians, several mistakes are serious as the 
musidentification 1s not only at the specific, but also generic or famultal tevel 


The specimens referred to in this book as Amolops monticola {p 212, 364) have nothing to do with 
this species and its group, but are similar to the type-specimens of the nominal species Rana /umalayana 
Boulenger, 1888, whose status should be clarified, this group being still in need of revision (see below), but 
iseither a synonym of Amolops formosus (Gunther, 1876) or a closely related but distinct species Amolops 
himalayanus (Boulenger, 1888) On the other hand, the authors of the book clearly had in the hands 
specimens that belong to the species Amolops monticola (Anderson, 1871), but they described them (p. 
336-437) and illustrated them (p. 381) under the name ` Poh pedates species, not identified”, thus referred 
to the Rhacophoridae The chapter dealing with the latter species does not even contain a detailed 
description of the species, and will therefore be of little use to future collectors of this species in Nepal 


Whereas the misidentifications sted above presumably concern all specimens referred to the species 
(species musidentifications). some other cases apparently concern a few specimens, especially those 
illustrated ın figures drawings and photos). Some figures were copied from other works but mistakes were 
troduced concerning the original identifications of the specimens; ¢ g , skull of Paa spuosa {fig 4 p. 
1096 m Di gots, 1975) shown under the name of Pua /cbign (fig 2 p. 273) Other doubtless specimen 
musidentifications concern origmal figures of the book, but, as no collecuon numbers are provided for the 
Specimens shown in these figures, n may be difficult later to come back to these spec.mens and correct 
therr identifications eg, Feyervarya perser under the name Linmoncctes teratensts (fig. 52 p. 369), or 
Chaparana skimensis under the name Pua blanfordu thig 2 p 265, fig 55 57 p 370) 


Some specimens illustrated m the book as unidentified species” are doubt ess representatives of 
well known species those of “Bufo spec ~ on p. 355 are m part B hanmate anus (fig 10) and m part B 
melunosti tus (fig 11-12), the specimen of ~ Pua spec ™ on p. 374 cannot be assigned to a species on the 
basis of the photos as these do not show relevant characters for such an identificaron and no locality ts 
provided, but they are hkely to be simply specimens of Pua hebign 


SAMF SPECIES UNDFR SEVFRAL NAMES 


A speuies of the subgenus Rana ¢Sifwana bas been recorded from the Terai plain of southern 
Nepal since 1974 (Di gots, 1974 411) Pending a revision of the subgenus Sidana twnich wili soon 
appear but was long delayed because of the high number of avaiable names. whose lypes are in various 
museums in the world). Dt pots (1974) preferred not to create any name for this species. but to use tor st 
the oldest «valable name for species of the subgenus. namely Runa merovitratu Blyth, 1855 Despite 
advice (given to them im letter) not to do s0, MiTcubil & Z0G (1995) used the name Runa danse ft Pilar & 
Chanda 1977 for 3 specimens of th.s species from [erat although the ongma. descr.ption of the atter 
clearly did not apply to this species: Having examined these 3 specimens, Das (1998) establisned for them 
the name Rung chitmancasic Whatever the status of the fatter name (shich wil be dealt with m our 
forthcoming revision of the subgenus). i is quite clear that the names Ruut nierovittara Runa danich and 
Rana chitmancnys applied in the past to Nepalese speermens reterred to a single species. Although the 
authors of the book nad suspicions about th.s. rather than trying to solve this taxonomic problem which 
seems inescapable when preparing a hook of this kind), they meluded both species R cut nemis and R 
nigrovitrata im the book. in two distinct chapters (p. 291 sq.. 295 sq . 375) 
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The same situation concerns the genus Sphacrotheca, for which the book lists not less than 4 valid 
species names {p. 301-316, 376-378), although Dupois (1983, 1999, 20005} had repeatedly stated that at 
least 3 of them (S. breticeps, S maskeyr, § swan) are nvalid, and refer to a single species that should be 
known as Sphaerotheca plusiuls (Jerdon, 1853), but that shows a striking coloration polymorphism Of 
course. the authors of the book are free to disagree with this synonymy, but then they should provide 
critical comparative data (e g., morphometric, bioacoustic or molecular) supporting their interpretation 
As for the fourth species, Sphaerotheca rolandae, nis ndeed a distinct species known to occur n Su Lanka 
and southern India, but sts occurrence in Nepal sty. needs confirmation on the basis of voucher specimens 
examined by competent taxonomists. 


OBSOLETE GENERIC TAXONOMY 


In some cases, the authors did not follow recent works for the genenc allocation of species. Here also, 
thts could be a justified course if arguments were provided to support 11, but simple ignorance of recent 
works has no justifiabilty Thus, the four species allocated in this book to the genus Limnonectes 
Fitzinger, 1843 (p. 243) are now placed by all recent authors (Dusois & OuLer, 2000, Vern et al , 2001, 
KostucH et al , 2001, ete ) in the genus Fezervar ya, which is now considered to be a member of a clade 
distinct from that of Limnonectes. 


OTHER UNSUPPORTED TAXONOMIC DECISIONS 


A number of taxonom.c changes are proposed in this book, but unsupported by any scientific 
evidence (eg , new morphological, morphometric, bioacoustic, karological or molecular evidence) Thus, 
‘on the basis of a statisucal morphometric analysis of a very small sample, Dt Bots (1974) tentatively 
synonymised the name Rana himalayana Boulenger, {888 with the name Pols pedates formosus Gunther, 
1876 The two names are based on type specimens wath rather different colorations (dull olive green or 
brown vs. bright green) and might indeed apply to different species, but this should be documented In the 
book, they are regarded as distinct (although the first one under the name Amolops monncola, sce above), 
bul no analysis is provided to support this taxonomic decision Similarly, Duros (20006, 333), after 
examination of its holotype, considered the name Amolops nepalicus Yang, 199] as synonymous with 
Amolops marmoratus (Bly th, 1855} but in this case he did not publish detailed information ın this respect 
Treatment of the former name as valid tn the book (p 214), based on the single holotype, ts unsupported 
by any critical comparative study of the two “species” 


SPECIFIC SYNONYMIES 


Like in other recent pubhcations (see eg Dt sois. 19985). the information given under the heading 
“synonyms” ıs not a proper synonymy but a partial chreso-synonymy «see Dt pols. 20004), as 1115 often 
wrong or/and mcomplete 1t may melude a mixture of genuine and wrong synonyms. of new combina- 
tions and of “references” either correct.y or incorrect.y attached to the species. These “synonymes” are 
therefore unrehable sources of information Examples of fully inexact sy nonymies are that of Hoploba- 
tachus ngermus. that includes several names which refer 10 nominal species belonging in the genera 
Feyervarsa and Sphaerotheca (Dr gots, 1984. 20006) or that of Runa Shirana mgrosittutatp 295), that 
includes the name Rana titiri Boulenger 1882. a member of the subgenus Hiluruna, not Si dirana 
(OHLLR & MaL LICK, 2007) An example of incomplete synonymy is that of the name Sertiger my mgenten 
sty Fea, 1977, that should include the name Scritiger occudentafts Dubois. 1977, synonymased with the 
former by Dt Bots {1987 19) .f the latter synonymy Is not accepted, then only the second of these names, 
not the first one should appear in this book An example of wrong chresonym quotations is given by the 
name VMegophiis moninola Kuhl & Yan Hasselt 182>. listed m the synonymy of Megophrys parte (p 
164) although i reters to a distinct biological species from Java now known as Megophn «mont ma Kuhl 
& Van Hasselt 1822 (Di pon. 1982) Cneritwal copy of complete tong synonymues from old and 
unreliable books, ke that of Ant (1931) for the species of Rhacophoridue tp. 317 sql. can only 
sontribute to disseminate obsolete and inexact mformation. being of no use to recent non-laxonomusts 
who will use this book without having the background necessary to correct these mistakes. 
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UNSATISFACTORY DESCRIPTIONS 


Many examples could be mentioned here, but let us just point to a striking one. The tadpoles of the 
genus Hoplobatrachus are unique among all ranoid tadpoles in the world in their exiubitmg double rows 
of keratodonts on ps (Duzois, 1992), and this striking character was among the facts that pomted to the 
umque distribution of this genus in Africa and Asia (Kosuc# et al , 2001, GROSJEAN ct al., 2004) This 
character 1s fully ignored tn the descriptions of the tadpoles of H crassus (p. 233) and H tigerinus (p.241) 


MISSING BASIC TAXONOMIC INFORMATION 


Despite the ambition and weight of the book, the follow.ng basic taxonomic information ıs missing: 
authors, dates and synonymies of fam1.y-gro.ip and genus group names, type species of genera with their 
modes of designations, synonymues of generic names, name-bearing types of valid and invalid (synony- 
mous, homonymous) specific names, with their modes of des.gnation and major characteristics (sex, size, 
condition}. A crucial information for any professional taxonomic work ıs to provide a detailed list of 
material examined for taxonomic accounts and desenptions, and of voucher specimens on which 
distributional data and maps are based This ts completely absent from this book Which name-bearmg 
types have been examined by the authors ıs not stated. Long hsts of locales are provided for all species 
(p. 1044-1069), but without any collection numbers for the specimens given the high rate of misidentifi 
cat.ons in the book, no confidence can be placed on the taxonomic allocations of the specimens, and 
therefore all distribution maps in the book are doubtful The authors compiled a comprehensive list of 
local. ties (p. 1069 1077) which will certainly prove very useful, but could have been more so, especially to 
place these localities on map, if tt included the district, latitude and longitude of all identified localities. 


NOMENCLATURAL PROBLEMS 


INVALID NAMES AND SPELLINGS 


Several species are provided with invalid names or spellings. Some are due to unjustified emendations 
of names thus. whereas tt ts true that the generic name Uperodon 1s masculine m gender, not neuter, wis 
does not imply a change m the speling of the specific name of Uperocdon s stoma (Schneider, | 799), which 
1s mvaruible, being an epithet in apposition based on the Greek term sromu (mouth), that should not be 
emendated into s, vomus (p. 198) The book contains phantasuc, sometimes quite funny. statements 
regarding the etymology of names, like the suggestion that the generic name Amolops (created by Cort. 
1865 11 7)19 derived from the generic name Anne (created by Dt Rows, 1992 321), or wrong statements on 
the identities of persons to whom taxa were dedicated {e g . Feyernarta prerrer p. 247) or on the meaning 
of geographical terms (e.g , Fererverva sphadrensts, p. 249) 


AUTHORSHIP AND DATE 


Particularly striking as an example of unprofessional taronom.c work 15 the case of the name Pau 
rarna This name was proposed by Di gots et al (2001u)as a new replacement name (nomen noyum) tor 
the preoccupied name Runu rara Dubois & Matsui, 1983 In zoological nomenclature, the author of a 
nomen novums the person who published this new name not the author of the replaced name so..n this 
case the valid name of the taxon is Pua rarnu Dubo.s. Matsu & Ohler. 2001 not Peu ruri u (Dubois & 
Matsu, 1983) 
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OTHER PROBLEMS 


UNSUPPORTED CONSERVATION BIOLOGY STATEMENTS. 


Statements and decisions in conservation biology are meaningfu. and efficient only af based on 
serious and solid taxonomic, distribut.onal and ecological data (Dusois, 20002, 2003) This is well 
exemphfied in this book: the statement that the species Sphaerotheca swam 1s “endemic for Nepal” and 
should be given the status S (susceptible}” is mislead.ng as no such species exists, the name swan bemg 
a synonym of plurals (see above), a species that 1s not particularly threatened n Nepal 


OTHER INCORRECT INFORMATION 


Some statements concerning biological facts are wrong. Thus. the very striking yellow coloration of 
Hoplobatrachus tigermus shown .n fig 51 of p. 368 1s typical of these frogs when they just go out of their 
subterranean shelters on the occasion of the first rains at tne end of the dry season. just before breeding, 
and has nothing to do with “stress e.g. in transport bags”! 


A HEAVY TENDENCY 


Quite unfortunately, the problems pomted out above are not un.que to this book, although they are 
particularly conspicuous here In the recent decades, a heavy tendency towards pubhicat.on of unrehable 
papers and books in the field of taxonomy has clearly developed, which allows to speak of a “crisis of 
taxonomic research” (Duros, 200%) This1s largely due to the progressive rejection of taxonomy outside 
the field of scientific research m many academic mstttutions and publications. which leaves the field more 
and more in the hands of unprofessional actors. In amphibians, a strong difference now exists between a 
rather limited number of taxonom.c publications of hgh or very high quality, and a number of other 
works that show a very uneven taxonomic expertise This lack of expertise can be expressed m various 
ways (see a list of examples eg in Di nots, 2003), inc.uding the recent multiplication of descriptions of 
“new species” without proper comparisons w.th already known species, without examination of relevant 
name-bearing types and even without proper consideration given to existing names, “hidden m sy nony- 
mies” (seee g Dt BOIS & OHLER. 1995) In South Astan frogs, another recent tendency. which seems quite 
opposite but is also a consequence of the current disaffection for taxonomy in science, 18 to announce 
nosstly the discovery of many new, “to-be-described™ species (Dt Tta & MANAMENDRA ARACHCHI, 1996, 
PLTHIY AGODA & MANAMENDRA-ARACHCHI, 1998. BUU. 2002, MEEGASKU MBL RA et al | 2002u h, PENNS. 
2002), on the basis of gross morphological mformauon and sometimes molecular data. but without 
publish.ng deta.led taxonomuc revis.on of the groups concerned, including relevant taxonomic compar- 
isons and discussions. nomenclatural review, character.sation, diagnosis and formal desenptions of new 
species, Problems are also encountered at levels above the species. with two extreme altitudes. one refusing 
any novelty to maintam “stability” of the old, traditional genene taxonomy (eg. INGER. 1996), and 
another one consisting m introducing a new generic taxonomy without even proposing a dia nosis or 
description for the ` new genus” (eg BAHIR et al 2002, MrEGASAUMBLRA et a. , 2002/) In both cases, 
what ts at steke ts the absence of a proper reflection on the genus concept or at least of exphen statements 
about wnat the authors understand under the taxonomic categors of genus. which is much sess “sell- 
speaking” and simple as it may seem at first sight (see Dt Bos. 1987. 1988) 


Let us consider m more detail the case of the genas Perah pA datites. whose ‘resurtecLon was 
proposed by BAHIR et al (2002) and Mitcaskt sist Ra et al (200241 on the basis of the cladogram 
publshed by MII GASAL MBL RS et al {20024} despite the only partial resolution of the latter Even if 
supported bs cladistic deta, recognition of two distmet genera (PA.tautas Gistel, 1848 m South-East Aste 
and Pre tafophti nites Laurent 1942 in South Asia} for the wto cades suggested by the cladogram would 
Stll require e serious disewss.on of the genus conept and additona. data cng lavonomuc 
digtioves of the “new genera . to become comuinemg Evidence ts still ack.ng for the relationships 
between the nortnern Indian and Humalasan species of Phifawties on one hand and tae Sri Lankan ond 
south Indian species on the other «s well as with the Indochmese and Indonesian spec.es of this group so 
that itis not set clear which species shot ad be ancluded in a well-dott ied genus including the south Asian 
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ones. Once characterised, this genus would need a serious revision, which will not be an easy task as most 
of these extremely poorly known frogs are small, very similar and have similar calls. Any serious revision 
of this genus will require first the recognition and definition of species-groups within this large assem- 
blage, then proper establishment of the characteristics (morphological, morphometrical, genetic, bio- 
acoustic, ethological, ecological) of all species within each of these groups, then comparisons with all 
name-bearing types of nominal species that might be conspecific with them, and finally describing, 
diagnosing, keying and naming all these species, Although the recent completion of a complete nomen- 
clatural review of all names available for these frogs {Bossuyt & Dusots. 2001) will no doubt facilitate this 
work, the latter remains a heavy task. The previous groups recognized within this assemblage, either as 
subgenera (Dusols, 1987) or as species-groups (DRING, 1987; Fei, 1999) are not satisfying, as they only 
were based on examination of part of the species of the genus. Even if few external morphological 
characters are available for recognition of groups within this assemblage, it is likely that anatomical 
(muscular, skeletal) characters could provide better clues, and that even more useful information could be 
obtained by recognizing “shape groups” through morphometrical methods, a course that has already 
given excellent results in several anuran groups (Omer & Dusors, 1999; Dusois et al., 20015; and 
references therein), 


Should the current trend identified above continue and strengthen in the future, we might have to see 
more and more publications, particularly in fields like evolutionary theory or conservation biology, 
dealing only with “numbers of species", or with species only characterised by a few molecular characters, 
without being properly described, diagnosed and named. This would indeed be a strong historical 
regression to the earlier days of taxonomy, when authors just “announced” and named “preliminary” 
their new species and briefly indicated their characters, pending more detailed works which in fact were 
never subsequently published, whereas in the last decades major progresses have been made in the 
methodology of taxonomic research, and much higher standards have become usual in serious taxonomic 
publications. The responsibility of editors and referees of zoological journals and book series, in 
accepting publication of such works, is strong. Among the consequences of this poor taxonomic 
background, unreliable statements regarding phylogeny, species distributions and conservation biology 
are more and more often published (see e.g. Dusots, 1998a-b), which is particularly worrying at the 
beginning of the “century of extinctions’: if based on inexact taxonomic and distributional data, 
conservation decisions and actions may be completely irrelevant and inefficient. Time may have come for 
competent taxonomists to speak louder in favour of their discipline, in particular to ask for a better 
editorial work on manuscripts of papers submitted to zoological journals and on books proposed to 
editorial companies, A way to obtain such a result would be to suggest the inclusion of editors for 
taxonomy and nomenclature in editorial boards, as competence in other fields of biology (including 
evolution, phylogeny or biogeography) does not imply by itself competence in taxonomy and nomencla- 
ture, which requires a specific training and culture. 
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